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i- ■ 
ABSTRACT , 

^ B^fsed on data gatered from inte^rvie^s, observations 
and- document reviews during a' 3-y*fear qualitative examination of-^ 
curriculum chansge' projects in 14 .elementary, junior,, arid senior high 
schools, this paper ..argues that t\\e spread of new classrqom practices 
witfiin a. school beyond a core committee of "planners is d'etermined'^by 
the ; orgaanizatitjrfial^ structure of the school's four /types of subunits,« 
which 4fe defined by tlje nature of the linkages they exhibit: "the \ 
social club" .( characterised by congeniality, horizontal linkages, and 
much informal interaction among teacher s aJ)Out instructional 
matters); "the professional group" (horizontally linked but more 
formal in its adher^Stce to written guideli-nes ) ; '^the administrator's, 
delight" (vertically J-inked [arid willing to follow an admin ys*tr ator * s 

"directives) f and' " the egg crate" } loosely linked bo,th horizontally 
and vertically and invoking teachet^ who n^o'rk in isolation, rarely 
discussing instruct iofl ) .' i The paper r*rst defines the' concepts of 

, organist ional 1 inkages , change implementation, and field agent 
strategists. Next, research procedures and background information are 
provided. Finally, the paper describes how different change 
strategies were appropriate or inappropriate in \eacl7 subunit . Two 
tables provide data on the schools involved in the stoidy and th£ 
quantity of implementation in the planning groups and in the schools 
as a whole . (PB), ' ; , . * ' ' 
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1 , " " . Abstract ^ J ^ 

: \ ' * / ' \ 

TJhis, paper argues that, the spread of new classroom practices within a 

school beyond a' core committee of J*<Lknne/rs is determined by the oYganiza- 



tion&i structure of the school's subunits (i.e.* departments, grade-levels, 

r - ■ ..' ■ . ' • ^ y 

or teams). Four types ^of subunjLts a-fre distinguished according. to the 

v • * ' s 

nature of the linkages in them and their effects on the quantity of -change 

i" : • « 

implementation are c^iscussed. The paper, is.based on data gathered during, a 
three-year qualitative Examination of curriculum change projects ,in' 
teen elementary', 'junior,- and senior high sahools. . 
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DIFFUSING CURRICULUM CHANGES WITHIN A SCHOOL: 



STRATEGIES AMD' STRUCTURE 1 ^ 
"You obviously area ''t familiar with .elementary schools. . .Things spread 



t 



through the grapevine like wildfire-. 11 This'wa& a principal's somewhat disj 
dainftal response to" a researcher's query about how^many. teachers in thq 
. school knew about a current change projects However, the principal's 

M" ^ ♦ • • . • •» : • . 

.apparent confrdence in the grapevine's efficiency was not well-grounded in 
f * * . 1 \ 

Reality'. ""^In Che above school — and^in 1*5" other elementary, junior high, and 

senior high schools which participated in a qualitative study^of curriculum 

improvement — the communication, and use of new practices was considerably ** 

more sporadLfc. Among some teachers' j.n a school', information traveled 

\ ■ i : • . • 

swiftly; among other teachers, ideas^were not exchanged at all. 

Thfs paper "focuses onNhow* new classroom practices spread within 

' ■ s 55 . \ i 

schopls ^beyond a core commit tleejof teachers responsible fpf planning^and 
initially implementing 'the changes. The teachers, participated in change 
projects int&nde^d-to improves scKool '*s .program in either^ career education* 



> citizen education, or basic skills.. Assisted by field, agents from'an ex-; 

~ — V ' ■■ : • 7 — : " 

'ternal ^agenc^, .the^teachers helped determine what specific changes to make., 
. ^These included incorporating career awarifness and 'Citizenship activities.^ 



into regular subject matter, increasing students' time on task, and re- 
sequencing sub j ect area conpent. t m , \ 

Among the "schools in the^-study A : the. spread of< specific changes" beyond 



^/the committee^teachers was moclest, at best. Yeu^ there were systematic 
patterns as to ,who changed and /who did not. The explanations for the 
patterns, centered aground school ^organizational structure — more 

A 4 - '" * ' ■ v ■ ' 1 - 



specifically, 'with the interdependence (or linkages) (1) of teachers 1 wejrk 

> ' . . " ' ■ / * ' ^ - ' . 

activi»tie« within school subunits^(e.. g . , grade levels , .departments, or 

teams) and (2) .between teachers arid administrators. Some of the teachers 

in th,e core planning groups forked in subuniks— where intetaction #bcut 

•• • . - • \i • • 

instructional matters was frequent-. In such cases, changes readily; spreTadc 
'from project teachers to non-project teachers'. Add itio^nally v principals in . 
some schools devoted much attention to staff evalua tions'; /-an^-'teachers 
acknowledged the importance of this, at least as a form of professional 
-recognition..^ Yn these instances, the p.rinci-pai. 1 s incorporation of new 
practices into 'evalua tions'' stimulated non-project teachers to also change. ) 

^ >, '• * % a ■ * » 

' ; The -converse was also,£rue. Where teachers rarely talked about their 

j .-. ' •." ' 

classroom activities wi^th each other and* 'administrators adopted a pro 'forma 
r' attitude about evaluations', changes did not tend to mtfva-^very far-Miyoncr 

l(h l ose <fornra£ly involved in a project, these situations, clearly had 1 

v * . v • * ■ . ^ { 

/important implications for the ex ter'naf' field agents wh6 assisted the 

,scnools in the change process. to pi/omote the spread of change throughout 



\ 



a school, different s trategies ^had to be used depending upon structural 



differences .among a school Is subunits*. 



•The remainder of ■ This paper elaborates the theme s x identified above. \ 
It is organized /as follows. The first section more carefully defines the 

V . ■ ■ • • •• , . ' 

concepts of organizational linkages, change ■ implementation, and field agent 



i s tra t^giesv^isa the next section, the research procedures ar^ described and 

. * v ' ft" 

some brief background on the projects provided. Therr; the emphasis ^shifts 

* <z± ' , . 

to depicting,^ "four types of school subunit^, defined by the nature of the 

linkages they ^exhibit , a.nd to describing thow different change strategies 



i 
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were appropriate or inappropriate in each., The paper concludes with com- 
nients directed toward both researchers and those who .assis t ischool change. 

< . . * ; • • 

- #. ; -Background « * 

' i . . / ' ' ' f " 

\ The research upon which this paper is abased was exploratory. Its pur-^ 

pose\was % to generate and. refine* ideas about curriculum change rather than 

^ i * 

to test a priori hypotheses. Over the three years of the study, a mingling 
of literature • on school organiza tion— pd(r ticularly the loosje coupling tra- 4 
ditrtbn (e.g. , We|xk, 1976) — and field .observations led the research te^am. to 

, c A ' • 1 , 

increase'its attention to l^pw linkages • among staff members affected which 

\\ • / 1 ! ■ ■ - * ; 

teachers in a school eventually implemented proj ect-related changes. . * 

^ The term "linkages 1 -' refers to pat ternech-behavior or procedures which 

affect the degree to 'wtiich staff members in a schoo^ are able to -function 

'independently £of one another (Louis, Molitor/ and Rosenbluirr, 197j9^Wilson 

^nd^Corbett, 1983). It 3>s % used here ips tead -of . the more familiar term 

"loose coupling" popularized by Weick (1976) for two reasons. First, loose 

• coupling places too much emphasis oft one end. of a more general conceptual 

dimension (Rosenbium *and Louis, 1981); there can, in fact,- be x tfonsiderab le 

variation in tji e way school subiinits are org anized. Second, this p a per-' 

* * """ . ■ " ■ a A 



" focuse^s on the bonds 'in subunits within a school. Tbir£~ Contrasts to dis- 
cussions about loose coup ling* which . typicality address slippages in thB re- / 

' v - • '/■ . . * 1 > 

lationships among levels of local, state, and federal education systems. 

y • • • , A. 

K - ^ 

. Subunit linkages can be both horizontal and -vertical. Within a gratte 

! " - ■ • . ' > J . . • -> n ' ' 

level-, team, or department, the^ interdependence of teachers classroom b^-. 
havior ckn be^ffected *by the extent to which they talk to one another V ^ 
'about instruction, observe one another's classrooms, jointly plan- v .. 



activities , 6r establish curricula for certain sutj ec^ts or courses^ The 
more thes^e kinds of interactions occur, the more likely it is that what- one 
teacher <loes will~be influenced by 3 others in the subunit or*,"at least/by 
agreements made by^ the rgroup . Similarly, thte strength of the bonds between 

. < • , . • . .:• 

teachers in a subunit cinck the > administration are affected by the nature of* 

the interaction between the two.'* For Example a,, principal" who habitually 

* ' & " ^ V • ' ' - * 

engages teachers ift discuss ion^about instructional ma'tters^eifcher inform 

mally while passing in the hall or. forma fly v tHrough ca^c^ul evaluation Is 

much more likely to influence day-td-day classroom events than one who 

rarely Isolds informal conversations and .treats devaluation in ar perfunctory 

manner. Of ' couretrp-wi th;Ln a school the nature of vertical linkages can 

- - * * 9 - ■ % 

.vary among subunits Spending, upon a number of factors which carl 'affect 



teacher-administrator interactions, such as the prihclpal's familiari-ty 



with course content*. 



Several researchers have referred to the peculiar effects that these J)' 

,- • \ . / « ». ' ;. * ' 

linkages can 'have. on. change activities in "a school. For example, it t may be 
difficult -to get a school that has tight linkages to agree to try a new , 

i . ' ' ( , 

• practice because such a change'' dis-rupts a smoothly operating routine. How- 
ever, once th$ new practice is accepted', knowledge .about ^i t quicklyj and. 

naturally diffuses throughout the staff (Weick, 1976). The problem is the^ 

■ *' / * 

rever^e'in loosely linked schools. In these , teachers are free to expqri- 

mfent , \as^sudh behavior has no ramifications for otner staff. Should an 

• experiment .prove tremendously successful*, though, there are' no existing 

' ■.. "J : > 

communication mechanisms to aid the innovation's spread (Fire^stfone and 
Herriptt t 1981). Thus, tight linkages make adoption of .innovative prac- \ 
tices problematic, but facilitate implementation.-* % 'is 



At present, 'the literature .on linkages is mostly concerned with the 

school lev.el. \\s initial field-work progressed in this study, however, it 
* 

was found that? there.<were important, differei ces in the kinds of interaction' 
that wejnfc On witKin *subun^ts , , In a single school, it was -riot uncommon to 
fincf subunits with hfgh interaction^about ins truct ionalv ma cters and others 

X with ruuch less interaction: Thus, field work and analysis began to. operate 

s, * * 

on the premise • that if the above arguments held for organizational differ- 1 

• ' • c . ! : ■ * • - v * • , 

ences among' schools ,' they shouicyho]d for organizational' differences amojig. x 

' ' * " ' " ^ • >' c " * • 

subunits within schools. . . . ^ ' " "* 

• * '> f . ; .o. - > 

The emphasis in this^ paper is on accounting <for^ the \mjmber teachers 
- in. a school who made project-related changes. This Kay of measuring imple- * 
. mentation has been termed the "quantity^ 6f implementation" by RosGnb^Lum and 

/• ? - : 9 * - 

v Loui& (198l) and s^ems'most appropriate when the research probl'em entails 
, \ , * * ■ * ■ f * ' ? * \ 

\ \ .' . ( v C 'cj, t • • 1 \ 

."^explaining the spread of change. - , v 

, * ' \ \ ' f 

Of course, if„linkages p^rove to be salient explanatory factors in 

/ v . . • T ' I ' ' ( 

subsequent s tudies , "then 'there would be ma j or> implicfat ions "f or \jcu?fsi ;who 

assist schools through .the' change^ process . Such*^eaple are' of ten rfefetrred 



as "fifeld agents," -A field agent "is^an individual ... Tocated outside of 
the boundaries of the client system/; whose objective is to assist 
' client (s) . : . to enhance 4 the clients 1 functioning as ^educators, or ^s an 



educational system 1 ' (Louis, 1981: 180). xdus/the term includes district 
cu^ricuJLum coondiiiatojca^s^rking with schools, intermediate, service agencyo 
or state education field staff college and univers ity' personnel , and^other 
•* (Consultants. The approach ^hat^these individuals use to wotfk with, schools 
. is . comprised <9f a variety* of strategies, which may thought o^.as actioo' 
plans representing^ agents r assumptions abo'ut how thange- can' be best- • • 



3 „ . ; 



promoted (HaJl, Zigarmi, and flord, 19^9). F^eld agent^ seem toyreadily 

4 ' - * . 1 f ' ■ ' i 

accept the idea that in any one'* school they may have tp call on several/ 

' " " / ' * '! . ' . 

action plans. Thus, using multiple^stc&teegies is not new to'.them. Wti^t 

'th^is paper explores is the possibility • that which strategies are likely to 

be the most effective in* terms of facilitating widespread use of new prac- 

... * . ^ ,^ 

tices is determined largely' by, the nature x)f subunits' .organization within 
-a school. * " 

'. r 

Methods 

This research wars part of a three-year, exploratory -study of change iln 

( ' 4 . " / ^ / * 5 

14 elementary, junior Thigh,* and senior higt) schools.™ The' schools partic~ % 

1 ipated rn school improvement projects cooperatively with a<n external 

i, ' • : < 

assistance agency. The proj.ect^ focused «on improving a^chool's instruc- 

tional program in either basic skills, career education, or cit^zeri'.educa- 

tion. Staff from the externa]] agency assisted the schools, by bringing in 

• ! c ' , 

mate-rials and procedures to plan, 1 needed changes, sharing knowledge aboot 

research and existing school Curriculum programs that exemplified success- 

j } # * ' * ^ 

•ful practices, an^l providing technical assistance fry collecting and analyz- 
ing data, to facilitate the schaol ' s ; innovation decision-making. In a\Ll 
pases, school stl/f were responsible for choosing classroom changes, to be 
implemented; These included^romotitig career awareness in English, math , 
sciencq, and social studies classes, highlighting good work" habits, facili- 
taking awareness o'f civic responsibility in regular classes, periodically 
assessing student time on. task, restructuring class activities to avoid . 
delays in moving from ^one activity to. another, and sequencing the 



f 
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1 o • •• • • t 

,1 • '* • • ' . \ 



curriculum of a subject so tlurt skills addressed' in achievement' t^sts were 
taught^ prior to test administration. " 7 . 



\ • 



The 14 .schools ifrx the atudy include^ five elementary* schools , two 
middle^ schools, four junior 'highs , a'rrd three higri schopls . Table "1 shows 
the marked flryersLty among >fhe school^ according-* to size, location, and 
student .population* served. t (AH. names' given in the table are pseudonyms.) 
, The external 'agency chose the sit^es for programmatic rather Item research* 
purposes.- Th^t is, the schools demonstrated a need* or interest in-piroject 

1 . ■ \' " : . 

content areas. While this^ limited the. generalizability o£ ^he\ 'findings , 

the rich mixture of settings, levels,, and problems -enabled the sample to be 
r , * *» \\ 



u 1 

an invaluable sourc.e_f or gener*ating i insights into the change process. " 



Table 1 about here* 



observations^^nd 



The ^ stud y relied heavily_on qualitative research methods: interviews, 



document^reviews^ _ Field work was especially intensive in 



.five of the schools. This, concentrated effort grew out of 'increased refcoc- 

nition that in-depth research was needed^ to identify subtle differences in 

s&iqols that co.uld have substantia} effect's tin the change pfoeess . , Re- 

search resources dictated that intensive field work could not be done in 

all 14 [sites. Field Researchers in the five schools attended meetings \ 

between the external agency and^the schools, visited classrooms, sat' in the • 

teachers 1 lounges, accompanied field agents as they worked with groups, and 
• ^ — * •»■ ■ ' ■ ^ 

went to u ^chool and central office staff meetings'.' At the same time, numer- 
ous informal and formal interviews were condutued.. 

To ensure data Comparability on ma^jor issues across all J 4 sites, the 
research .t;eam. periodically re'viewed and discussed their field notes. As 

' ' £ ' ' - 



o ^ . ' < . in 

ERIC • ' 



critical issd'es wcrre identif ied , structured -open-cndad- int'eryiew guides^,^ 



were' developed fcoj? use* in^ formal interviews #t all schools'. In the n,in^ 



4 



• schools where^ field work'v/as^not as intensive, events were tracked thi^ou£h 

r~ - ' * v z V* 

- * . • ^ .. - - . ' ■ " . " 1 • 

p^rio^iic visits (to* them, attendance at. plarfn-in^rnee tings , occasional dis- 

* : " , «*!*r .T • < •* 

^tjssl&ns with the- field agents/ and scheduled' interviews . < 

Information on differences .in subunit linkages came primaril^f rom 

* - . > < ,. 

research activities in ' tfie f ive. schools , particularly -fafxyt* observations of 

department ^meetings , interviews with non^project teachers, and focused in- 

\terviews with project teachers. Data on which teachers in these schools 
-u ' . ' ' ^ ' . / . 

actually made changes 'also came from these sources as weir as classroom 
^_ observations . ' * ' 

All fieljj notes were 'transcribed onto tape and then typed. A topical 
inc^ex of over 100 issues was' used to code tjhe field notes. The codes and 
their location ,in the field notes were stored on computer to facilitate 

.retrieval of specific information. , ^ 

' - * ! 

! The issue of subunit linkages and whether other teachers in the group . 

v ■! * $ 

knew about and made project-related changes first appeared in 1 one school. 

At that point t'he entire research team was sensitized to the issue, and the 

search fop other illustrative cases was begun. A systematic mapping of the 

** * 

organization of every subunit in every schoo.l^was 'not possible, but'as 
^ knowledge ^about who changed was coupled with knowledge about the subunits 
\ to which teachers belonged and whether administrators had incorporated 
, project-related materials into their interactions, with teachers, the 
importance of linkages as an explana tory "f ac tor increased. Subsequent 
interviews in the remaining -nine schools uncovered a few more' instances . * 



o \ 1 7 

ERIC ' ^ 



Fieldwork uncovered at least four .types of subunits which could be 

^s> '. ■ < ' . . * v 

distinguished on ; the basis of the nature of linkages in them. The first 

^exhibited strictly horizontal linkages that resulted from a great deal* of 

informal interaction among -the teachers about instruction . % This wasr # 

V \ ■ * • 

. labeled "the social flub" to reflect the congenial tone of the interaction; 

but the terni shquld, not imply that*,gossip and rumpr-mongering were the\^ 

'substance- of .the discussions. Instead; these teachers casually, ^ut 

krtowledgeably , discussed their 'business j ^ , . * ■- 

mT ^he second was called "the,,prof essional group. 11 This type of subunits 

was aJLso characterized by mostly horizontal \inkages , ' But, 'in this- case, 

ideas about what .constituted good practice became formalized ; into written 

guidelines for courses to which all teachers adhered and, tro -which all. new- 

teachers in the^ubunit were expected to adhere; . This sense of shared. 

-standards for practice resembled the situation commonly believed to .exist • 

In established professions, like medicine (Schlechty, George, and ^/hitford, 

1978). * . . / 1 

The. third type of subunit was "the administrators 1 . cjelight J tm . ^These 

were the subunits that," for whatever reason, . readily followed an adminis- 

trator" 1 ^ directives. In one 4 English department, this vertical tie, was- 

- — r «. • '. " v - 

strengthened because English was the administrator's content specialty as a 
teacher; in anothep school, the principal's devotion- to constructive evalu- 
ation* among 1 the regular classroom teachers facilitated the , establishment of 
strong vertical bonds with them. . ' x . 

The fourth type was '-the egg crate" where, both horizontal and vertical 
linkages were loos'e. Such subunits were by far .the most common of the" four 



> 

/ 



types. In these, teachers conducted their work out of the view of others* 
and discussed instruction with one another only'on rare occasions. 

These differences in subunit organization played an important part in 
determining the extent Co which implementation of project-related changes 
spread beyond original participants^ Table 2 shows the quantity of imple- 
mentation in the 14 schools an<ji notes the number of teachers yho were 
project participants, how many of these made changes, and how many non- 
project teachers made changes. It should be noted that the number of 
non-project teachers who changed is modest, roughly one-third of the total 
This fact is consistent with Mile's (1981) argument that, on the whole, 

schools tend to be loosely coupled. The remainder of this section high- 

\ 

lights the role «of subunit organization, in facilitating the spread of 

V / * 

u * 

change that did occur and the strategies field agents could use to ;take 
advantage of or compensate for the presence or absence of particular types 
of linkages. * , 

Type One: The Social Club 

Natural diffusion as a strategy for spreading change enjoys a favor- 
able position in*' the folklore of teaching. Numerous observers of school 
life have' pointed to the faculty lounge as a more than adequate means for* 
passing, gossip, innuendo, hearsay, and knowledge among staff. Neverthe- 
less, horiWmtal linkages were not uniformly strong within all subunits of 
a school.. Subsequent interviews with teachers in the school revealed that 
information and change spread faster in some subunits than in others. 

The success of introducing ja new idea to a core group of teachers and 
then waiting for' it to spread naturally throughout the school depended 
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^highly on tihe presence of tight linkages among teactve^ in the -various sub- 

units* Where a subunit was linked by its instructional program or where 

' '■/■ 
two teac.hefrs had developed friendship or professional bonds, change Veadily 

* ' * \ . \ - 

spread; where teachers tended to wo^rk in isolation, change b'ega# and ended 

with the teacher who formally participated in the project. 

For example, in one intermediate grade subunit at Smalltown Elemen- 
tary, teachers routinely talked about instructional activities, planned 
together, and jointly evaluated the activities. Symbolic of this inte- 
gration of work-related tasks was the fact that the teachers had placed 
their desks in a common work' area in their end or the building. Two years 
after the project had ; ended, all of the teachers had implemented new 
instructional strategies to make better use of clas^ time, including a com- 
plicated arrangement of team- teaching students. Staff new to the. t.eam 
quickly adopted similar strategies, to the point that the team captain once 

challenged a researcher to observe the classrooms and pick, out the teacher 

l i • ' 

who had been on the team for only five months. 

On the other hand, this kind of integration was, totally absent in one 
of the primary grade subunits in the same school. Teachers kept their 
desks and professional materials in classrooms, and little discussion and 
no joint planning took place. In this subunit, which had remained intact 
since the project ended, only the participating teacher ever made -any | 
changes. , 

Informal bonds /also developed among pairs of teachers in several of 
the schools. This /helped spread change from a teacher in the project to 
one who ttas not. This phenomenon was pair t icularly apparent between two 
sets of teachers rV one at Southend and the other at Patriot. In both 
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instances, the teachers so routinely shared ideas about teaching and - . - 

coordinated instruction Vith one another* that project-related information 

\ 

automatically became rhfused into, their conversation. v* \\ 

V ,. i ' 

*' The data are fu^l o-f examples of changes both beginning and ending . 
with planning team participants. Oldtown was typical of the six schools? 
w^iejre changes spread to, at most, only one non-proj ec t .participant . To the 
extent that any classroom changes were made, they were made by project 
teachers. Oldtown teachers said that a major reason other teachers did not 
pick up the changes was. the lack of opportunity for teachers to talk with' 
one another. One cause of this was k split schedule in which some teachers 
and students came to and ]|eft school early while o the ng/ came and left 
later. The consequence was that there was only a v£ry short time* each day 
when every teacher in a department was physically present at school. Thus, 
few meetings or even informal conversations' were possible. With no way to 
/Link teachers with one ano'ther, .it was "almost assured that information 

about the projects and new practices wduld remain solely with original 

■* * r 

participants. 

These findin^a^fly in the face of popular arguments that teacher-to- 
teacher communication is rapid and efficient. That impression may hold for 
some of the, teachers some of the time, but it was not typical for most 
teachers in this study. The results of using a core committee of innova- 
tors to instigate change throughout a faculty naturally was urteven at best. 

■- MUX 

Field agents can push the process along, however, by finding out where* 

tight horizontal linkages do occur -and inviting at least one of the 

£ 7 -v, 

teachers in the subunit to joip.-^ planning team., In fact, involving more 

/ 
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than one member .of such a subunit may be an inefficient use of planning 
resources. , 7 * - ry 

Type Two: The Professional Group * ' ■ 

t ' 
Fieldwork uncovered a department'at Neighbortown , two at- Green Hills, 

and one at Suburban where the horizontal linkages had a slightly different 

C ■ 

character than the "social clubs. 11 'To be sure, te'achers met and talked { 
with one another .about instruction. However, they also reached decisions 
about guidelines "for instruction in particular courses that the entire 
group was expected to follow. . Had these curriculum decisirins made by 
administrators', the subunits would have exhibited both^tlght horizontal and 
tight vertical linkages. In the professional groups, however, it was the 
teachers who had reached such jagre'ements . This arrangement *of subunit 
organization was not typical ok any of the other subunits in the three • 
schools where ' ■■ were found. . ' 

There was a typical pattern by whJch change spread" in these subunits. 
First, an innovative practice took hold as a promising idea among grad^-~ 
level or department members, and then it was incorporated into the group s 
operating routine. In working with such subunits, the Ifield agent ! s stA-, 
tegic problem was not" how to spread change; the group's own communication 
and operating mechanisms 'took care of that. The problem was selling the 



group, not just an individual, on the. idea in the /first place, 

'The situation here wag different from * that of the social club phere ^ 

the goal was t<f recruit one teacher who was in -tciuch with and well- j 

/' ■ r " ' 

respected by other teachers "and then to let thatj person spread the new ^ 



practice throughout the group* In the professional group not only were 

./ - - ■ 



members 1 work activities integrated, but they were also bound by estab- 
lished-procedures. Individual te^cKers were not usually "free to implement 
new practices without'the advice and consent cff the total^ subunit ; ^ To do*" s 
so would be to treat caval^rly a curriculum already endorsed by the grouj). 
( The social gflidies department at Neighbortown was typical of £he pro- 

- . • .j 

. fessional group. The < d e P artment:a ^ chairperson, a planning team member, $ 
resisted making any \wt the most perfunctory changes during the pilot test. 

• < \ . V 

Although at first field agents ^ues tioned this individual^ commitment to 

the project, they soon realized that the root of the problem- was not the 

chairperson 1 s own reticence but the .organizational, nature of- the subynit. . 

Each teacher j^n the depairta^ent taughjt according to a set curriculum to 

which they wer^ all committed. Anything- more than a cosmetic change in 

practice encroached on this commitment. The only way to modify the curric- 

ulum was for a teacher to develop a proposal*' and present it to the group. 

The group then rejected or 'accepted it as binding for the entire 

.* 

department ♦ - * 

" , " "Once "this problei^as bright to light, the field agent ! .s task became 

' ; ' ■ <' (V, 

to convince the . subunit ^to al ter its curriculum. ' In^this cas.e\l the teacher 
finally requested that the field agent meet' with *the department^a&d explain 
the rationale for making the proposed changes. The teacher had done so 
informally but felt the project woujW get the best hearing if the field 
agent became involved. The group subsequently acknowledged the project's, 
objectives as Waluable , incorporated some of them into its priorities, \ 

designed some initial changes, and established aja agenda to tackle others. 

/ ■ * V •* ; ^ ' . 

In the end, this one meeting accomplished more in terms of promoting 

Pi ■ 
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innovation in the department than had several months of nudging the ( 
individual teacher.. f . 

**** * -^-^ f 

jThis.. example amply illustrates that jfrfdividu^al resistangg to^change 

can be as much the result of subunit .constraints as ^individual ^i^edilec- 

tions.. Reisolving the problem may -r.equire meeting wittr an entire subuitlL^ 

ami actually selling them on^'the idea. The bright side of this situation, 

though, is that because sticl^ department or grade-level subunits have estab- 

f I - i # 

lished means for altering curricula, the^problem of promoting implementa- 



l itsfelf . »• ' 



tion takes fare rof jL^xi.. 

» - f ' x 

Type Three: The Administrators' Delight 

Field agents may come across subunits — .or iri tfr&*case of Southend Ele- 

A . . . , • 

ment/ary, an entire school — where most oj: the bonds are vertical ;' that Us , 
teachers 1 actions aj?e bound by, or fere at least easily influenced by,* <r 
administrative behavior or policies from higher levels. In fact, in this 

'study, vertical linkagesWere more frequent - than horizontal ones, .Three ' 

« ~ - A - . 

kinds of vertical linkages were taken advantage of in the projects to 

promtfte implementation: (1)' between performance evaluations and teacher 

•■• 1 

behavior, (2) between curriculum guidelines and teacher behavior, and (3) 

jF » - 

between state- mandates and school ^behavior . 

Evaluations as a linkage . Principals at % S mall town Elementary, Small- 

town Middle and Southend changed evaluation procedures to promote implemen- 

tation effectively. What they did was simply ^o include project-related 

classroom changes on their checklist of teacher behaviors to observe. - 

Although field agents feared that teachers might^eact negatively to this, 
\ 

such was not the case. Instead, the evaluations indicated to teachers that 
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, the principal thought the changes important enough to assess whether they 
were actually b^tng implem.ervted . The effect was chat. all teachers became 
^accountable, for achieving project-related goals. Interestingly, teachers 



t in some| schools, where principals avoided this use of evaluations indicated 

• , \ ■. 

\ that without administrative mandates, there was little to induce some 

r- 4' ' V A * - • • 

teachers to change. "As one Neighbor town Jt^eacher said, !l You need that 

\ - \T ) ' ' . * c ' ' 

•little push.... [without 'it] I stuck with what is comfortable, to. me. 11 

At. Southend, the effect'of this practice was that almost every tjeacher 

* \ 

made project-related changes, with the exception of the physical education, 
art, and music teachers. At the other two, vertical" linkages were stronger 

\ , ■ • 

with only some of the subunits. For example, the middle schc?ol administra- 

' "'A 

tor was- a former English teacher and felt more comfortable intervening in 
that, department . Other departments were not evaluated using ^: he same^ cri- 
teria. 

' Curriculum guides as a linkage . Occasionally, teachers were bound to' 

curriculum guidelines established by individuals rather n than* the entire 
subunit. In these ins tances , L |the mos t # ef f ec tive Way to spur change beyond 
the planning team was to alter the 'guidelines . Tt> do this, the field agent 
had to be sure to involve key .decision-maker s' in planning; In the Profes- 
sional groups, teachers made most of the curriculum decisions; and so, the 

1 ■ • v 

entire department had to^haye a hand in making revisions. u In several 
departments at Green Hills and Bigtown, the chairperson was the key 
decision-maker on cu^ricular'' \jssues t Thus, the inclusion of these indiv- 
iduals in the'planning process was critical* In fact, implementation did ^ 
not- really reach very far at Green Hills until the principal put department 

chairpersons in charge of designing new practices. In still other schools, 

\ • • 

V ' " . > . 
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such as Patriot and Soothend, curricular decisions were made, at the 
district level. In these schools, then, adminis txators* were crucial r% 



project participants. x n # „ l -J-> , 

} ^ * * 1 ' x - ;■■ ■ >v 

State mandates as a linkage . In five of the Schools, s ta te . educa tiorr 

agency. (SEA) mandates and program initiatives paved the way for implementa- 



tion. /Two compelling forces bound the SEAs §nd schtfols: money and regula- 

tions. In every school, project participants could point to a fchrmal state 

■** ** 

goal veirrfying that the project was addressing critical educational 
priorities -in the region. However, direct SEA involvement *was rarely 
sought or even felt. The only exceptions , were when the state made money 
available or "issued a regulation governing school responsibilities for in- 
struction in the project-related area. In cases where schools wrote pro- 
posals to obtain funds , for project activities, the additional money gave a 
big boost to implementation primarily because the project could continue at 
full-speed in sj/ite of local funding problems. State regulations, such as 
graduation^requirefments , had more direct effects on implementation. For 
example, at Oldtown, project-related classroom changes were a clear means 
•of meeting one of the requirements. The' district decided that the approach 
was' appropriate -for all faculty, arid so, urged that the changes be made ^/fa 



throughout^ the school. 

Incorporating vertical linkages into a ^strategy . Given that these 
three types of vertihal linkages can advance implementation in some schools 
at some times, how can the field agent ^determine which one to use where? / 
The first- step is to check a schbol' ! s evaluation system. If evaluation is 

/ 

frequent and most teachers in a subunit say/ it .is important, then encour- 



aging modifications that complement the innovation can be useful. 
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Second, if such vertical \Linttage does not exist or there is a strong 
o - 
I. philosophical bias against what could be termed a. "heatfy-handed" approach, 

i 

■ the "field ag&nt wouljJl be wise to'assess the relationship between the formal 
curriculum .and teacher behavior. Other writers have termed this kind of 
assessment as "curriculum-mapping' 1 ' (English , 1978) • Still, opja-^hou Id ke£p 
±xi min^ that tt)je relationships that characterize a school as a whole wiljL 
not necessarily characterize relationships in each subunit. Where the cur- 
riculum does seem to be binding on Instructional behavior, 'including* key 
curriculum decision-makers in planning discussions could expedite imple- 
mc/nbation immensely. These decision-makers might be an enxire department, 
a chairperson, or an administrator, depending upon how and by whom c^urri- 
cula are determined. 

Third.^ the field agent should do a little information-gathering around 
SEAs to find out what i? coming down the pike. There may be a logical 

- tie-in between a change project and either funding opportunities or forth- 
coming ^tate" Requirements that can provide a boost to implementation. In. 

' fact, Bricicell (1980:207) argues that the most effective school improvement 

> /<• 
'.weapon'is "a stinging mandate .followed by a powerful technical assist." 

Although the sequence of the one-tv^o punch may be reversed in some 

projects, the results can be the same. 

Type Four: The Egg Crate \ 

— : 5 * . I * V. ■ ) 

It is conceivable 7 and probable that a f ietcf^geftit may encounter a 
school where'most subunits have no significant linkages of any kind. Re- 
search suggests this is t the modal situation in most schools (Miles, 1981).; 
and it is clear from the above, discussion where, at best, only 10 to 15 



subunits wiAth sdtne kinS* of tighf'iinKages were found tha£ the schools' in 
jfrhift study were, for the most 'part, loosely linkecf. -Jndejgd, most schoej. 
subunits resembled egg-crates. Th'at is, teachers were in close,* nroxim/ty 
to one another but their work activities rarely touched. The' data con- 



tained nq instances, of change haying spread among > th> teachers in this 



situation. 



In these cas^s, several field agents promoted implementation by estab-? 

' t \» v 

lishing a temporaty system where linkages were tighter, A temporary system 

. . .. • • ^ ■ ; 

was comprised of a subgroup of- a school's staff which met for a special 

purpose i^or a limited duration (Miles, 1964) — rn effect creating ahcjthe'r 

subuni,t, temporarily put in place to facilitate change, ^.The original plan- 

* r - 

ning committees in this study were *good examples-, and Table 2 is a testi- 

■ / ^ 
mony to their effectiveness. To move changes beyond the initial groups, 

fiel'd agents extended the concept of the temporary system -to encompass more 
staff members. ' (Jj ^ 

One strategy to spread change was to expand membership in the tem- 
porary system gradually until every st^ff member is- included . To an ex- i 
tent, field agents used thfsf approach at Neighbortown and Green Hills. In 

8 

bothT "schools , new members were added to the planning team when it came time 
-to^actually design new classroom practices. These additional teachers/ 
eventually implemented changed 'to*a similar extent as did original members. 
However, both f ield^a^ents and participants saw problems with repeated 

j &iJZQ &tot(s of expanding- the team. Primary amojig these was the need to re- 

<t / • 

capitulate and, occasionally, renegotiate decisions already mj?de. Thus, 

l-\ • * 

x ^ ! - r ' 

the first expansion of the^ team was use Jul andf effect ive , but participants 

■ # / * 

were not very sanguine about the prospects af^rep eating the procedure 
several times ' v 

• 'V. " * 
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* t The Middletown field agent. took* a slightly different tack. There, 
class schedules were reworked so that all the . teachers in each grade would 
have a common planning period at least four days a week. Each grade was 
represented on the planning .te.am and these representatives ,' in tui*n, became 
the "field agents\ for the rest ^of the teachers in 'that grade. The intent 
at Middletown, then , • was„no"t so raucTi to increase the size of one temporary 
systent but' to create five or six new systems to complement the original 
dne. effort met with 'somewhat mixed resu-Fts. the reason, once again, 

.had less to do with the temporary system's effectiveness than with getting 
it, established. In this instance, teachers were not in the h 3 ^^ of using 
their planning periods in this way. When administrators began to take a 
less proactive part^in seeing to it that meetings were held, the frequency 
of tKe meeting^ dropped ^considerably . 0 . 

• - A . . . • 

Extending the" temporary system, then, was a, potentially effective 

strategy where egg crate subunits predominated* with some caveats. En- 

larging the original system seemed to become cumbersome, rather quickly. 

Creating several new. systems with\ original planning team members as leader's 
> J .«-•*-" . 

appeared more viable. But , ■ th^succe^s of this 'method required careful 

■ "" ^ • 1 ' * 

attention to scheduling and sufficient administrative impetus to keep the 



system intact long enough to begin to exhibit the necessary system linkages 

■ k 

) 



for widespread implementation . to result. 



Conclusion ■ , - ■ 

' T 

This paper has implications fo^r two audiences: ' (;1) those who assist 
curriculum improvement, ^uch as district curriculum coordinators, school * 

administrators, field staff of regional and state education agencies, and 

r 

college and university curriculum and instruction staff; and (2) 

20 • ' • . ' 
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researchers concerned .with, curriculum change and school organization. , For 
those {tfhfi^work with schools, Mile^ (198V) notes that .lopse linkages seem to 
be the norm. This -study corroborates that observation. Thus, it would 
appear that a major tool in *a'~ change agent's arsenal woulcl be 'the ability 
to create effective* temporary systems which can compensate ^for the loose 
structure of most schools. Such a strategy proved somewhat effective in 



this study. But the problem came when efforts' to extend, the temporary 

system to other school staff were made. Ttye cos ts^n/terms of time and 

money became great. 

An alternative approach is' to couple temporary systems with a stra- . 

tegic use of the few existing tightVlinkages^in a school. .If horizontally 

linked subunits or' pairs of teachers can be found, the tempori^ry system 

should include an individual from each of tjfiese. The existing linkages can 

then do a lot of the work of spreading change. ^Also, the temporary system 

<3 

should include those with authority to make currlq^ulum decisions, whether ■ 

S 

such authority resides with an entire subunit, a chairperson, or an admin- 
istrator. If most of the tight linkages appear to be vertical, then 
administrators are the critical actors to include. Certainly, one should 
not ignore the morale benefits of widespread staff participation in change 
decisions. But, this should not be participation for participation's sake. 

■ / 

If participation is combined with efforts to tap existing linkages in a« 



school, changes can b<e spread within a scKqoI more effectively. 

A brief qualification should be noted. This paper argues that tight 
linkages facilitate the spread of change. One should .not: » jump too quickly 
to the inference that such linkages are generally better than loose ones. 

i 

/ l ■ > ■ ' - ■ r> ■ 
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Indeed, the earlier literature on the topic primarily focuses on the 

j c% ] 

benefits of cracks -Ln a system. r \ 

For researchers, there are at least two implications. One, 'this study 

" 1 '. 4 

provides further evidence supporting a relationship between organisational 
> linkages and change implementation • Most of the research has been like 
this study — exploratory • I-t now seems to be time to exafnine these rela- 
tionships more systemfif ica,lly and precisely. Second, the study focuses 
attention on the subunit level. o,f analysis and highlights the importance of 
examining , the structure of sub-units wi£h±n the overall organization of the 
school. This is an important step in understanding how schools operate in 
that much of^the previous, research tends to treat schools as haying a uni- 
form structure, It would not be too surprising to find as much variation 
in structure within schools as between them. 
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Table 2: Quantity of Implementation in the 
Planning Groups and in the° Schools as a Whole 



Planning Group 





Planning Group 


Teachers 


All Teachers 


School 


Teachers 


Malting Changes 


Making Change 


Patriot 


4 


4 


6" 










Middleburg 


& - " 


8 


8 


Middle town 


16 


14 


18 


Southend 




7 


10 


Smalltown E. 


4 




19 


Smalltown M, 


4 


4 


8 


Urban V 


5 


0 


0 


Farmcenter 


5 


3 


4 


Riverside 


6 


2 ■ 


2 


Suburban 


4 


4 


6 


Green Hills 


6 


6 


12 








1 1 


Neighbor town 


7 


6 


Big town 


I8 a 


10 


11 


Old town 


20 


19 »• 


19 


5^ 


114. 


91 


134 



a Eight of these teachers were department chairpersons who had no class- 
room teaching responsibilities. 
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